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ABSTRACT 

Some observers believe that welfare programs have an 
urban bias; however, the rate of poverty is higher in rural than in 
urban areas. This study establishes metro and nonmetro differences in 
the use of welfare and the degree to which it reduces poverty. Data 
from the U. S. Census Bureau's March 1987 Current Population Survey 
^re analyzed using multivariate techniques. The study finds that 
poverty rates are about 1.5 times greater in nonmetro than in metro 
areas, and that family income in metro areas exceeds that in nonmetro 
areas by 37 to 46%. Further, data indicate that the severity of 
nonmetro poverty equals that of poverty in central cities, where 
about 15% of families have income below the poverty threshold. 
Nonmetro families, however, have a much lower rate of weJ.rare 
receipt, about 5%, as opposed to 10% for families in central cities. 
Four measures of amelioration all demonstrate that welfare programs 
in nonmetro areas are less successful in boosting the income of 
recipients above the poverty level. Multivariate analyses confirm the 
smaller effects of welfare in nonmetro areas, and they suggest that 
four variables fully explain the tendency of nonmetro families not to 
use welfare services: presence of a working head of household, older 
family heads, home ownership, and absence of programs that supply Aid 
to Dependent Children for Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP). An 18-item 
bibliography and 5 tables are included. (CH) 
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BIERDDUCriai AND OVERVIEW 

It is well kncwn that poverty rates have been perennially hi^er 
in rtiral than urban a^ eas of the l&iited States (Jensen 1987) , ard 
this continues to be true tocJay (Rodgers and Weiher 1986) Despite 
this, many Americans perceive that poverty is predcKiinantly an urban 
problem, and scrae have suggested that government poverty programs 
contain an urban bias (Hoppe 1980; Institute for Research on Poverty 
1980; Watkins and Watkins 1984) . 

A partial e)5)lanation for this is simply that, ooanpared to urban 
areas, rural poverty is much more geogrc^Aiically dispersed, rendering 
it less cora^icuoiis. While this dispersion has lead to a popular 
neglect of rural poverty, on a more practical level it restricts 
access of the rural poor to social services more readily available to 
the urban poor (Deavers, Hoppe and Soss 1986) . Despite the 
differences between metro and nonmetro poverty, the rural poor must 
rely m the same "safety net" as the urban. 

A key feature of this safety net is the set of government welfare 
programs. Ohe term "welfare" has been used to refer to a variety of 
programs. In this peeper welfare income is that vAiich derives froa 
Aid to Families with D^)endent Children (AFDC) and general assistance 
(GA) .2 Given the hi^ier incidence of poverty in nonmetro areas, the 
oocparative effectiveness of welfare programs in nonmetro versus 
metro America is an iiii)ortant policy question. There is evidence 
that the rural poor are less likely tb avail themselves of public 



assistance (Carlson, lassey and lassey 1981) , and that the 
ameliorative effect of public assistance is less in rural than urban 
areas (Jensen 1987). 

In this Tpaper I establish urban-rural differences in the 
utilization of welfare and the degree to yihidi it reduces poverty. 
The unit of analysis is the family, defined as two or more persons 
living together v*k> are related by blood, marriage or adoption* 
Basic descriptive statistical techniques and multivariate methods are 
used to analyze data from the March 1987 Current Population Survey* 
I open with a discussion of basic measures of economic well-being 
among families in xionroetro and metro areas. Data for families in 
central cities are also provided. Ihis is followed by an 
investigation of naral-urban differences in the ability of welfare to 
alleviate poverty. Several measures of this ameliorative effect are 
considered. Multivariate methods are then xised, first to deccnpose 
rural-urban differences in the ameliorative effect of welfare, and 
then to e)q>ledn inetro-nonmetro differences in the propensity of 
families to receive welfare benefits. 



mrk ANALYSIS 

Baseline Data 

Before examining metro-nonmetro differences in the ameliorative 
effects of welfare prograins, I present fundam6nt2LL measures of 
eocxxmic well-being (Table 1) . This establishes an aggregate picture 
of naral-urt)an differences in the need for inooroe security programs. 



C3oitparing the first two columns of Table 1 it is ^parent that 
ecx>ncmic d^xrivation is more prevalent in nonroetro than inetro areas. 
The percent of families with incxine below the poverty threshold-^ is 
15.2 and 10.1 in nonroetro and inetro America^ respectively. This gap 
holds for more severe ctepths of poverty as wall. Over ten percent of 
nonmetro families have income amounts below 75% of their poverty 
cutoff. Less than seven percent of metro families are so deprived. 
That one in ten naral families have total inoane below this level — 
$8^402 for a family of four — is startliiig considering the truly 
meager lifestyle afforded by an income so low. Several observers 
have documented the near inpossibilily of making ends meet with a 
poverty level inocroe (Sdiiller 1980) ; 75% of this iiKxtne can only 
entciil moch greater difficulty. 

Ocxisidering a yet deqper level of derivations about six percsent 
of nonmetro families have inccme below half their poverty level. 
This oocpares to four percent in metro places. TaKen together, these 
results confirm that poverty rates are about one-and-a-half tiroes 
greater in nonroetro than metro America. 

Data on annucd family inooDe and family earnings also indicate 
greater ecxaianic well-being of metro areas. Mean total family income 
in metro areas exceeds that of ncairoetro areas ir/ 37%. The 
oorre^xDnding figure for annual family earnings is 46%. While some 
assert that this iriocrae gs^ is taoopered by the greater csost of living 
in urban areas (Watkins and W^tkins 1984} , another work casts doubt 
cai any great cost of livirjg difference between metro and nonmetro 
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places (Ghelf i 1987) . 

Much policy and public attention has been paid to poverty in the 
inner cities of metro areas. Ihe recent fliirry of work on the iii±>an 
•Hinderclass" (Wilson 1987) , attests to the persistence of this topic. 
Ihe data in Table 1 justi^ this concern. By all three neasures, 
poverty is as prevalent in central cities as it Is in niral areas. 
Respectively, 15.2 and 15.4 percent of ncxiraetro and central city 
families are poor. Ihe gap is greater \*ien more severe poverty 
levels are ccxisidered. lhat is, vMle central city poverty exceeded 
nonmetro poverty by only about one percent in relative terms, the gap 
was closer to nine percent v*en tie 75% and 50% poverty thresholds 
are vised. Still, vjhile central cities do have the hi^est incidence 
of poverty, the rates are not appreciably greater than those found in 
nanraetTO areas; and viiile inner city poverty has garnered the greater 
popular OOToem, the absolute nuniber of poor families is about the 
same in nonmetro America. 

Given the hi^xer incidence of poverty in central cities and 
nonmetro areas, one would e)qpect greater use of welfare there. As 
seen Table 1, this e5q)ectet:ion holds OTly for central city families, 
among \ibcm 10*3 percent received w^JLfare income in 1985. (It is 
noteworthy that this is substantially less than theii* poverty rate. ) 
Despite the fact that their poverty rate was about the same as 
central city families, cxily 5.9 percent of noraaetro families received 
welfare incxine. Ihis figure is not signif/.cantly different frcwi that 
of metro families generally (5.8%) , v4io have a far lower poverty rate 
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than nonmetro families. In sura, considering their hi^i poverty rate, 
nonraetro fa m i l ies have a remarkably lew rate of welfare receipt. 

Not only do nonroetro families have a cocparatively low rate of 
welfare receipt, aroong those families that did receive welfare, the 
mean annual welfare iixxroe was lowest among noraoBtro families (Table 
1). Ihe mean receipt among nonraetro families ($2,928) is 
significantly less than that for metro families ($3,652) and for 
central city families ($3,911). 

Ameliorative Effects 

Since ncaimetro poor families are far less likely than their metro 
counterparts to receive welfare inoorae, and since the average annual 
welfare receipt (amcaig recipients) is lower among ixanraetro than metro 
families, it is reasonable to expect that welfare's ameliorative 
iaopact on family poverty is less in nonmetro America. Die data in 
Table 2 strcxigly si?3port this hypothesis. 

I present fccr measures of amelioration. In the first, for each 
family I subtract welfare inoane frcm total family inocrae. This pre- 
welfare inoane is then caipared to the absolute poverty threshold. 
TBhe first ameliorative effect measure is the percent of those 
families with pre-welfare inoaroe below poverty vAiose toteil family 
incane is at or above poverty. In other words, amcxig those families 
that are poor without welfare, vAiat percent are brought above poverty 
via welfare? As seen in Table 2, surprisingly few families enjoy a 
positive ameliciative effect, so defined. Only about 4% of pre- 
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welfare poor families are brou^.t above poverty in metro areas, 
thcu^ sonewhat more (4.8%) are positively affected in central 
cities. As ej^jected, however, the ameliorative effect is 
considerably lower (1.9%) , in nonmetro Am. rica. 

Bie second and third ameliorative effects are variants of the 
first. Ihe second asks, eoncHTg those families vdiose pre-welfare 
inccroe is less than 75% of their absolute poverty threshold, what 
percent are brou^t above this cutoff via welfare iixxme? Ihe third 
measure is the same, but uses 50% of the absolute poverty threshold. 
Both the second and third ro»« of Table 2 continue to show that the 
ameliorative effect of welfare on family poverty is coisiderably 
greater in metro areas (central cities in particular) than in 
nonmetro places. Only 19.7% of those families witii pio-welfare 
inocroe below 50% of pcrverty are brou^t above this level via welfare. 
•Ihis cdtpares to 29.4% in metro areas generally, and 33.0% in central 
cities. 

Biese binary measures of welfare's ability to alleviate poverty 
have seme intuitive e^peal in view of policy goals — welfare either 
does or does not lift fa m ilies out of poverty. A less stark s^roach 
is to ask to vAiat degree welfare closes the gap between a family's 
pre-welfare income and its poverty line.^ This measure, esqiressed as 
a percentage, is referred to hereiji as closure. 

•Die data on closure (Table 2, row 4) indicate again that welfare 
has a nuch greater eoneliorative effect in metro than nonmetro areas. 
On average, less than 16% of the poverty gap among nonmetro families 
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was closed via welfare benefits, vdiile the corresponding figure lor 
metro families was about 29%. Closure was even greater aitiong central 
city families, among whom 31.4% of the pre-welfare poverty gap was 
closed. 

To sumnarize, at this descriptive level I have shown that the 
ameliorative effect of ^^fare — its ability to reduce poverty — is 
greater in metro than nonmetro America. Moreover, according to all 
four measures, the ameliorative effect is stronger in central cities, 
than in metro areas generally. This is so despite the ooraiiensurate 
degree of deprb/ation in central city and nonmetro places. In the 
balance of this paper I e3q)lore the rural-urban differences in 
ameliorative effects more closely. 

Ihe descriptive analys have revealed iitportant reascais why 
welfare does not alleviate poverty as much in naral areas as in urban 
places. Ihe naral poor are not as litely to receive welfare in the 
first place, and those that do, do not receive as much cxi an annual 
basis as their metro counterparts. A reascHiable e)^lanatic»i for the 
latter is that the nonmetro poor tend to live in states, particularly 
in the South, that have lower benefit levels. 

To quantify these e)5)lanaticais, in Table 3 I present an ordinary 
least squares (OLS) regression of the closure variable cm three 
independent variables. Ihe first of these predictors is type of 
residence, measured as two dumny variables — metro outside central 
citdLes and ncximetro. The CGn(>ariscxi groap is families in central 
cities. Ihe second independent variable, designed to measure 
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interstate differencses in welfare benefits, is the maximan AFDC 
payment to one need/ adult axxi two children (with no other incxxie) 
for the family's state of residence (U.S. D^jartment of Health and 
Human Seivioes 1987) • ihese payment levels range from $118 in 
Alabama to $740 in Alaska* The final variable predicting closure is 
siicply vAietlier the famly received AFDC aixJ/or general assistance in 
the year prior to the surv^* With the excepticai of of 
residence, all variables reference the family's situation in 1986* 

In Table 3 I present three OIS models that were estimated on pre- 
welfare poor fe niiies* The first includes only the type of residence 
variables* This mocSel confirms that the ameliorative effect of 
welfare is significantly less in nonmetto areas than it is in central 
cities* Model 2 includes the family's state benefit level* This 
variable has a positive effect meaning that families living in states 
with hitler benefit levels enjoy a greater ameliorating effect* That 
the effect of nonmetro status is attenuated by nearly half (frai - 
*156 to -*082) , oCTifirms that part of the reascxi for the smaller 
ameliorative effect among nonmetro families is that they live in 
states with lower benefit lev^els* Even in model 2, however, the 
ameliotative effect is significantly less in ncHimetro places than 
central cities* To determine the degree to vMch this mi^t be due 
to their lower likelihood of receiving welfare, model 3 includes the 
term indicating viiether welfare income was received in the previous 
year. As expected, thii; term has a strong and positive effect* More 
laportantly, the effect of ncximetro status beoGmes positive and 
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insignificant. Ihis indicates that an importcuit ^eason v?hy welfare 
alleviate! poverty to a smaller degree in noninetro areas, is because 
the noninetro poor are less likely to receive it than their netro 
counterparts. For the remainder of this analysis I seek to determine 
\*y this is so. 

Deteminants of Welfare Receipt Among Poor Families 

At a theoretical level, there are many factors that could 
determine v*iether a given poor family will receive welfare income. 
One important grocp of variables describe a family's eligibility for 
AFDC or general assistance. Obviously, in order to qualify for AFDC, 
a family has to have dependent children, and in about half the 
states, the recipient cannot be married with a spouse present. 
However, sinply because a family is eligible for welfare, does not 
mean they will receive it. Seme parents may sinply be miaware that 
the/ are eligible, vMle others may not wish to bear the social 
stigma attached to welfare receipt (Feagin 1975) . 

In this section, logistic regression analysis is used to estimate 
models of welfare receipt amor^ families. Ihis method is called for 
since the ctepenrlent variable is binary — either a family did or did 
not receive welfare income in the year prior to the survey (1986) . 
Ihe intent is to confirm that nonmetro families are significantly 
less liJcely to receive welfare inooroe, and if so, to ejqplain this 
difference. 

Definitim of Variables and Hypothesized Effects . Here I define the 
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indqpendent variables and discuss their hypothesized effects on the 
propensity of families to reioeive welfare. Type of resideirce is 
defined as it was in the OLS itcdels. Uiat is, with the oosrparison 
grcx?) being families in central cities, two durarry variables identify 
inetro families outside central cities, and nonrnetro families. I 
expect the effect of the latter variable to be native and 
significant, indicating a Icwei probability of welfare receipt aitor^ 
nonmetro poor families. 

A variable indicatirg that a family head did not work at all in 
the previous year is esipected to have a positive effect on receipt. 
Other things equal, families headed by a non-worker will be more 
likely to turn to welfare as a mean* of subsistence. 

ISao binary variables, one indicating the presence of own children 
under 18 years old, and the other indicating that the family is 
headed by a married cc^^jle, are used to control for eligibility for 
AFDC.5 Elrpirically, it is difficult to model eligibility with CPS 
data. Ihis is both because the many variables needed are not 
available, aiKl because of vast interstate differences in eligibility 
criteria. I look at these two variables — presence of children and 
family type — because they are important and available, and becaiase 
they may vary systematically between metro and noninetro areas. I 
expect presence of children to have a positive effect on receipt, and 
married couple headship to have a negative effect, other things 
equal. 

Three additiaial independent variables describe the family head* 
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Ihese are educaticai, race and age. EcSucaticxi, defined as grades of 
schcx>2 cxxtpleted, has a tneoreticaliy ambiguous effect on welfare 
'^ipt. The better educated poor could be itore likely to receive 
benefits iZ they are itore cognizant of available programs and hew to 
c^^ply for them. Biey could be less likely to receive if they are 
more aware of and more qualified for employment C3pportunities. The 
better educated poor may also be more sensitive to mainstream 
attitudes against welfare receipt, since AFTC is genereily utilized 
by the young, age of family head i 'sxpected to have a negative 
effect. 

Finally, three additional situational variables are considered. 
First, hcKe ownership is e)q)ected to have a negative effect on 
receipt. While not itself an eligibility criterion, it may be 
related to the ownership of other assets vd)idi can cowpronise 
eligibility. Secondly, families that live in states that offer AFDC 
to unenplqyed parents (ATOC-UP) are expected to be more liloely to 
receive welfare than those that do not. Theoretically, poor families 
will seek welfare in direct proportion to average benefit levels. 
Accordingly, I expect state benefit level (maximum benefit payment to 
one neecfy adult and two d^jendent children) to have a positive effect 
on receipt, ceteris parib\:is > Ihe correlaticxi matrix for these 
variables e^^pears in Table 4. 

Resijlts . I present the logistic regression models of welfare 
receipt in Table 5. Model 1 contains caily the two dumitiy variables 
for type of residence. As expected, ccnpared to central city poor 
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families, rKOTnetro poor families are significantly less liJcely to 
receive welfare income. Metro families outside of inner cities are 
also less likely to receive than inner city families, but the effect 
is not as strong. 

The OIS models suggested that much of "Uie reason vihy the 
ameliorative effect of welfare inccxne was less in nonmetro areas, was 
because the nonroetro poor are less likely to receive it in the first 
place. With this new confirmed by model 1, it is iitportant to 
determine v*y^ 

The first e55)lanation considered pertains to work ccanmitment. It 
has been asserted (Watkins and Watkins 1984) and research has sham 
(Blooraquist, Jensen and Teixeira 1987) that rural people nave a 
particularly hi^ attachment to the labor force. This is bom out by 
the negative association (-.093) between nonmetro residence and 
having a family head vAio did not work in the previous year (see Table 
4) . Having a working head can reduce the propensity to receive 
public assistance because it reduces eligibility and may reflect a 
stronger coraritment to work over welfare, other things equsd. 
Conversely, if a head does not work, the family is left with fewer 
altematu.ves to transfer programs. The coefficient for having a non- 
working head is strong and positive; these families are more likely 
to receive welfare. More importantly, the effect of ncMimetro 
residenoe is attenuat:ed, suggesting that part of the reason v*y the 
ncaimetro poor are less likely to receive welfare than their central 
city counterparts is because they are more likely to have a working 
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head. The sam can be said for itetro residents outside central 
cities. 

In xtKxJel 3, two additional ind^)endent variables are added. As 
noted above, the presence of cwn children and being a two-parent 
family, can greatly affect eligibility for AFDC. Both variables 
behave as expected, and the effect of nonmetro residence is further 
attenuated. As indicated by the correlations in Ta^le 4, nonmetro 
families are sli^tly less apt to have cwn children and more likely 
to be headed by a married ooi?)le. Both of these factors work to 
reduce welfare receipt among nonmetro families. 

Six additional variables are entered in the final model (model 4) . 
Ihe bivariate relationships reveal that four of these variables 
further e)q)lain the lower welfare receipt among nonmetro families. 
Ihat is, 1) nonmetro families are less likely to be headed by a non- 
white and non-viiites are more likely to receive welfare; 2) nonmetro 
family heads tend to be older, and older heads are less likely to 
receive; 3) nonmetro poor families are inore likely to cwn their hcane 
and home ownership lowers receipt ar*.!; 4) ncximetro poor families are 
less likely to live in states with AFDC-UP, and the latter increases 
the liJcelihood of welfare receipt. As a result, the negative direct 
effect of ncxTmetro residence on receipt is oonpletely e^^lained. 

Separate models (not shewn) indicate that among the final 
variables entered, home ownership and ATOC-UP, play the greatest role 
in explaining away the nmmetro effect, lhat home . .;nership should 
have sudi a strong effect is intriguing, since Federcd requirements 
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exclucJe the value of hcxnes frcro eligibility criteria in all states • 
It may, however, be related to the ownership of other assets that do 
cause ineligibility. Hone ownership may also iixUcate greater 
econatdc well-being among these otherwise poor families, and less 
need for welfare. 

lhat AFDC-UP should increase receipt is also interesting 
considering marital status of family head is controlled. It is 
plausible, however, that states with AFDC-UP have nore liberal 
eligibility criteria in other ways as well. Ihese states may also 
have less of a negative stigma attacihed to welfare receipt. It is 
noteworthy that, by and large, states without AflC-UP aie clustered 
in the south and southwest of the United States. Ihese states tend 
to offer lower welfare benefits (Levitan 1985) and have stricter 
eligibility criteria in general (D^artment of Health and Human 
Services 1987) • 



SUMMARY AND CCHCUJSIOmS 
Welfare programs such as AFDC and general assistance were designed 
primari'^y to provide inooroe security and alleviate poverty (Levitan 
1985) • Over the past decade or so, there has been increasing concern 
that welfare fosters d^)enclency and fails to prcraote self-sufficiency 
throu^ gainful eoDplpyroent (Murray 1984) . These concerns have given 
rise to welfare reform proposals that arphasize remedial educaticai, 
skill training, aw? job placement, and have q)arlced considerable 
interest and new research cai welfare d^)endency (e.g. , c.f . Hopkins 
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1987) . To sane extent, the recsent furor has blurred the original 
intent of welfare — to aineliorate poverty. 

In this paper I have sou^t to refocus attention on the degree to 
which welfare alleviates poverty, by hi^ili^tirig and es^laining 
ruiral-urfDan differences in this ameliorative effect. I c^jened with 
descriptive tables viiich revealed coaisiderably greater poverty and 
Icwer incomes in nonmetro as ocarpared to inetro areas. Despite this, 
the rate of welfare receipt was not appreciably hi^er in the 
countryside, and inean welfare receipt anong recipients was 
considerably lower there. 

Ihe resurgence of interest in an urban underclass has once again 
placed \arban poverty at the forefront of national attention (Wilson 
1987) . Ihe data in Table 1 jiastified this concern, but central city 
poverty rates v/ere not ^preciably greater than those of nonmetro 
families. Ccaisistent with the underclass notion, inner city families 
were far more likely to receive welfare and recipients received 
considerably hi^ier totcil benefits than their counterparts in 
nonmetro areas. 

Considering their conparatively li^t use of welfare despite a 
hi^ poverty rate, it is of little surprise that the ameliorative 
effect of welfare — the degree to which it reduces poverty ~ was 
much Icwer among nOTmetro poor families (Table 2) . Diis finding was 
OOTsistent across four different measures of amelioratiai. 

A key reascxi for the lesser ameliorative effect among nonmetro 
poor families was their lower propensity to receive any benefits at 
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all. NcxTinetTO pcx>r families were less likely to receive welfare than 
their central city ocxmterparts because, cai average, th^ are 1) irore 
likely to have a working family head, 2) less likely to have own 
children present, 3) more likely to be headed by a married coiple, 4) 
less litely to be headed by a non-white, 5) apt to have older heads, 
6) more likely to cwn their home, and 7) less likely to live in a 
state that offers AFDC-UP* 

Biese findings have iiiplications for recent attenpts at welfare 
reform. At this writirg, the Family Welfare Reform Act of 1987 (HR 
1720) has passed the House and awaits Senate debate. As noted above 
the bill stresses remedial training and j<±> placement services. Many 
able-bodied welfare recipients would be reqiiired to at least Inori for 
work, if not hold a job, or face loss or reduction of benefits 
(Khudsen 1987) . This bill is the result of the xtounting concern over 
welfare dependency. I have argued that this cmoem arises largely 
frm observations of inner city poverty and scholarly work cai ttie 
larban underclass. If enacted, hcwever, the new welfare system will 
also be serving the rural poor. If the thrust of the reform is to 
instill a greater work ethic and more stanle family envirtximent then 
it is less relevant in ncraetro areas. I have shewn that nanmetro 
poor families are more likely to have working heads and be headed by 
a married couple. One aspect of the bill that would 
di^roporticmtely benefit the nonmetro poor is the naticxicilization 
of the AFDC-UP program. Since the nonmetro poor are relatively 
overrepresented in states without ATOC-UP, and since they are more 
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likely to be inarried, they should be significantly helped by this 
provision. 

Ihis paper r^resents a rudimentary foray into the topic of rural- 
urban differences in the ameliorative effects of public assistance 
programs. Future analyses will look not only at KFDC and general 
assistance, but also at Si?3pleroental Securiliy Inccroe (SSI) viiich 
provides cash assistance to the aged, blind and permanently and 
totally disabled. Since a disproportionate number of the nonrretro 
poor are aged (Hoppe 1980) , and since SSI benefits tends to be hi^er 
than those of AFDC (Levitan 1985) , the ameliorative effect of SSI may 
not be inuch lower in niral than urban places. Again however, this 
will hinge on participation. Future analyses will also look beyond 
families to include single individuals as well. 
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PCXONOriES 

^ In this jpaper I lose the terms tirban and iietro, ani rural and 
nonmetro interchangeably. In the data analysis, however, the key 
enpirical distinctioi is between metro and ncximetro areas. 

2 I sonetimes refer to these progr a ms as public assistance. While 
technically correct, public assistance also includes Supplemental 
Security Inocme (SSI) vMch are aimed toward the aged, blind and 
disabled poor. I do not consider SSI in this analysis. 

3 Here I use the official definition of absolute poverty (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 1987) , T^dierefc>y a family is poor if their total annual incoce 
is less than the amcxant needed to provide a minimum standard of 
living. 

^ Among families in poverty, the difference between thexr total 
inoccfte and the poverty thresliold is frequently referred to as the 
poverty gap. 

^ liiaC a family is headed by a married coiple does not necessarily 
mean it will be ineligible for AFDC. Scnje states offer AFDC to 
married ooiples if one or both of the parents are unenoployed (AFDC- 
UP) . Also, it is possible for a married coiple to have an vmwed 
dau^ter with a dependent child and for the dau^ter to receive AFDC* 

Ihe latter circumstance points to an anedytic problem that 
deserves loenticai. My unit of ancilysis is the census family, is 
defined as cdl people living together \iho are related by blood, 
marriage or adoption. This family unit is more inclusive than the 
family definition used by AFDC. To determine eligibility, AFDC looks 
only at the characteristics of the prospective AFDC parent and 
his/her dependent children. I use family head variables to monitor 
eligibility. To the extent that AFDC parents are not the family 
heads, my methodology mismeasures certain eligibility criteria. This 
problem is less relevant for the aggregate ameliorative tjffect 
measures, than it is for the multivariate ancilyses of welfare 
receipt. 
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Table 1 



Poverty and Welfare Receipt 
Among NcHimetxo and VBtro Fcmdlies 



Ncaimetro Metro 





Total 


Total 


Centxal 
Citv 


r^sTCienu or Xciuujligs witxi 
iiKxane belcw poverty line 


15.2 


10.1 


15.4 


Penoent of families with 
iixxane belcw .75 of poverty line 


10.3 


6.9 


11.2 


Percent of families with 
inocane belcw .5 of povcty line 


6.1 


4.0 


6.6 


Mean Total Family Incxaae (1986 dollars) 


$26,495 


$36,364 


$31,314 


Mean Total Family Earnings (1986 dollars) 


$20,514 


$30,118 


$25,340 


Percent of families that 
received welfare incone 


5.9 


5.8 


10.3 


I4ean welfare incoroe 
among recipient families 


$2,928 


$3,652 


$3,911 


N (wei^ted*) 


9,704 


32,589 


10,177 



* CPS wei^t is divided fcy mean wei^t to yield total N e^roximately equcil 
to CPS sanple size. 



Source: March 1987 Current Pcpulatiwi Survey, U.S. Census Bureau 
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Table 2 




Nonnetro/Metro Dif ferencses in the Ameliorative 
Effect of Welfare on Poverty 




Nonmetxo 


Metro 


Ameliorative Effect Measures 


Total 


C3entral 
Total City 


Percent with pre-welfare inooine 
belcw poverty brou^t above poverty 
by welfare 


1.9 


4.0 4.8 


Peroent with pre-welfare incone 
below .75 of poverty brou^t above 
.75 of poverty by welfare 


5.9 


10.0 10.3 


Peroent with pre-welfare inoonie 
below . 50 of poverty broac^t above 
.50 of poverty by welfare 


19.7 


29.4 33.0 


Mean proportion of pre-welfare 
poverty gap that is closed by 
welfare 


15.9 


28.8 31.4 


Source: March 1987 Current Papulation Survey, U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Table 3 






Ordinary Least Squares Pegressicai of 
Ameliorative Effect of Welfare 
(Standaridized Coefficients vdth UnstaixSardized 
Coefficients in Parentheses) 


Independent Variable Ifcdel 1 


Model 2 


Mcxiel 3 


Type of Residence 






Metro outside central city -.026 

(-.052) 


-.006 
(-.011) 


.035* 
(.067) 


Nonmetro -.077** 

(-.156) 


-.041** 
(-.082) 


.007 
(.014) 


State KFDC Benefit Level 


.143** 
(.001) 


.085** 
(.001) 


Receipt of Welfare 




.302** 
(.581) 


Constant (^314) 


(-.066) 


(-.219) 


.005 


.024 


.109 


N 4513 


4513 


4513 


* Significant at p < .05. 
** Significant at p < .01 






Source: March 1987 Current Populatioi Survey, U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Table 4 



Matrix of Oorrelr.LiQns for Variables 
Used in LDgistic Regression of Wfelfare Receipt 





















(8) 


(9) 


(10) 


(ll) 


Welfare Kept 


(1) 
























Met not city 


(2) 


-.056 






















Nonmetix) 


(3) 


-.126 


-.505 




















Did not vjork 


(4) 


.276 


-.068 


-.093 


















Child present 


(5) 


.295 


.016* 


-.072 


-.203 
















Mcirried cxx^jle (6) 


-.260 


.017* 


.108 


-.037 


-.269 














Non-v4iite 


(7) 


.172 


-.155 


-.234 


.134 


.074 


-.183 












Age 


(8) 


-.286 


-.020* 


.094 


.264 


-.674 


.345 


-.067 










Own hoane 


(9) 


-.363 


.051 


.199 


-.030 


-.318 


.269 


-.227 


.433 








Education 


(10) 


-.014 


.072 


-.038 


-.215 


.222 


-.157 


-.182 


-.328 


-.046 






AFDC-UP state (11) 


.261 


-.001* 


-.174 


.113 


.100 


-.054 


-.091 


-.108 


-.127 


.132 




State AFDC pay(12) 


.233 


-.014* 


-.183 


.086 


.096 


-.071 


-.056 


-.115 


-.152 


.125 


.786 



* correlation vdt significant at p < .05. 

Source: March 1987 Current Population Survey, U.S. Census Bureau. 
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l^le 5 



Logistic Regr3ssion of Receipt 
of Welfare Inccgne Among the PreHWelfare Poor^ 



Independent Variable 


Model 1 


Model 2 


Model 3 


Model 4 


Type of Residence 

Metro outside central city 


-.338** 


-.267** 


-.231** 


-.025 


Nonmetro 


-.520** 


-.432** 


-.324** 


.013 


Head did not work last year 




.558** 


.781** 


.746** 


Own children < 18 present 






.894** 


.573** 


Married oai:5)le head 






-.459** 


-.362** 


Head is non-^hite 








.108* 


Head's age 








-.012** 


Family's hcxne is cwned 








-.532** 


Head's education 








-.039** 


Family's state offers AFDC-UP 








.480** 


State benefit level 








.000 


Interc^jt 


5.061 


4.713 


3.992 


4.672 


N 


4,513 


4,513 


4,513 


4,513 



^ Cell entries are SPSS-X logistic regression coefficients. 

* Significant at p < .05. 
** Significant at p < .01 

Source: March 1987 Current Population Survey, U.S. Census Bureau. 



